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and gross imposture'.
vii Because Holderness's aim was to demystify the ideological underpinnings of Bardolatry 'as an organised evangelical movement', the site's early history-that is, when Bardolatry was still comparatively unorganized-fell outside the scope of his inquiry. 
'Some Account of the Life, &c. of Mr. William Shakespear'
The public identification of Shakespeare with Stratford-upon-Avon began earlyseven years after the dramatist's death-with Leonard Digges' reference to 'thy Stratford Moniment' in his prefatory elegy in the 1623 First Folio. brother's heir during the reign of Henry VII, a full century before it was purchased by another Stratford native who had made a name for himself in London. The history of the property that tradition names Shakespeare's birthplace is much cloudier. John Shakespeare was residing in Henley Street by April 1552, when he was fined one shilling for amassing a dung heap in front of his property. In 1556 he purchased the eastern wing (sometimes called 'The Woolshop') and acquired the freehold of the entire premises no later than 1590. xiv Though it lacks documentary proof, and has not gone unchallenged, the tradition that William Shakespeare was born in the western half of his father's property in Henley Street is perfectly credible and contradicts no known fact. xv After John Shakespeare's death in 1601 the property almost certainly passed to his only surviving son, likely subject to a life tenancy held by the widowed Mary Arden, who died in 1608. At the time of his father's death, however, Shakespeare already owned New Place, the grander property where his wife and daughters lived, he himself residing primarily in London.
When the First Folio appeared, the Shakespearean provenance of these two houses was more than a recent memory; it was a continuing fact of Stratford daily life. When Shakespeare dictated his will in March 1616 he instructed that his elder daughter Susanna (1583 Susanna ( -1649 Here we see Shakespeare cannily controlling the future of the estate that he amassed yet not forgetting to provide for his sister and her children, who had fallen on hard times.
Anyone reading the First Folio would be highly unlikely to know such intimate details about Shakespeare and his family because biographical curiosity about the poet had not yet developed. Until it developed, the places where Shakespeare lived would not be regarded as important for understanding the man, the works, and the relationship between them. It is well known that the invention of Shakespeare biography was part of a larger story: the birth of literary criticism. Tourists wanted to be 'on the spot' where the author had once been bodily present but was now metaphorically present. It was not essential that the 'spot' be a fully authentic or reconstructed site. The eighteenth-century cult of the ruin reminds us that tourists often preferred sites that were incomplete and imperfect, because it empowered them to mentally reconstruct the scene and thereby control it. As Garrick and Macklin must have understood, the mulberry tree at New Place brought Shakespeare to life not by conveying any fixed meaning but by inviting tourists to attribute meaning to it-and then to take a piece of that meaning home with them.
Neither relic nor hoax, the tree stood somewhere between history and mythology. Yet as cultural theorist Chris Rojek has remarked, the 'interpenetration of factual and fictional elements' is precisely what allows the tourist to frame-and thus to derive meaning from-the destination site. All that changed in 1753 when a dyspeptic clergyman named Francis Gastrell purchased New Place. After three years of enduring sightseers determined to gaze upon the famous mulberry tree, Gastrell took revenge on the rising Shakespeare tourist trade by having the full-grown tree cut down and chopped for firewood. The destruction of 'the house in which Shakespear lived, and a mulberry-tree of his planting', as the 'Lady on a Journey at Stratford' explained, was tantamount to the poet's second death. Indeed it was a death worse than his actual one, because gratuitous and violent. At least for this tourist, Shakespeare had been alive at New Place, but not, however, in the house where he was born.
Gradually, perceptions shifted. In 1762, a 'Letter from the Place of Shakspear's Nativity' appeared in the British Magazine, in which the Birthplace eclipsed Holy Trinity Church as the preferred tourist attraction in 'the town which gave birth to the prince of dramatic poets'. The unknown correspondent had lodged for a few days over the summer at the White Lion Inn on Henley Street. Over a bottle of claret, the tourist and his 'chearful landlord' shared their mutual admiration for Shakespeare, which prompted them to visit 'the house where the poet was born'.
Fortunately, it was just down the street. 'There I saw', the traveler recounted, 'a mulberry-tree of that great man's planting, a piece of which I brought away with me, to make a tobacco-stopper for our vicar. His monument in that noble old church likewise afforded me great satisfaction '. xlv In 1762 the house would have been owned and occupied by George Hart. A tree stood on the grounds but it was walnut, not mulberry, as the letter writer (confusing it with New Place) erroneously reported. After the walnut tree was cut down sometime in the 1760s, it, too, was converted into relics, including a replica of Scheemakers' statue of Shakespeare in Westminster Abbey.
xlvi The imagined transplantation, as it were, of the mulberry tree from New Place to the Birthplace was far from an out-of-towner's mistake. It was a firm reminder that for the Birthplace to make an encounter with Shakespeare possible it had to borrow the rituals formerly associated with the now demolished New Place. Ironically, although the Birthplace was original in strictly architectural terms it was belated in its powers of signification, and thus prior to the Jubilee it was obliged to copy the model set by its predecessor. In a performative sense the Birthplace was a replica of New Place.
Published testimony thus affirms that a distant blood relative of Shakespeare allowed visitors to be received at the only surviving residence of his ancestor as early as 1762. Whether George Hart charged a fee for the privilege is not clear. Carvings from the walnut tree spurred the trade in relics, the whole enterprise aided by the timely intercession of a genial neighboring publican eager to exploit the potential of an appealing tourist attraction virtually next door. Given that the earliest known reference to the Birthplace appeared just three years earlier it is remarkable how quickly the site accommodated itself to visitors. Moreover, the Birthplace, despite being a new tourist attraction, appealed more strongly than the tomb and burial monument, which for one hundred and fifty years had been the canonical Stratford This tension between actuality and efficacy-the house as it was, the house as it needed to be-was similarly operative in the description by 'T.B.' of Litchfield that accompanied the illustration:
There is a certain degree of pleasure, better felt than described, excited in the mind, upon visiting...the places of nativity of extraordinary personages deceased... I do not know whether the apartment where the incomparable Shakespeare first drew his breath, can, at this day, be ascertained, or not; but the house of his nativity (according to undoubted tradition) is now remaining.
My worthy friend Mr Greene, of this place, hath favoured me with an exact drawing of it (here inclosed) which may not possibly be an unacceptable present to such of your readers as intend to honour Stratford with their company at the approaching jubilee... l This brief account alluded, equivocally, to the longstanding supposition that Shakespeare was born in the house on Henley Street that belonged to his father.
Moreover, it attested to the belief that 'places of nativity' were pleasurable to visitor rather, ought to be pleasure to visit-because the experience could fire the visitor's imagination and, in the case of major literary figures, deepen 'the impressions and improvements we have received from their writings'. Such opinions, far from novel in the 1760s, remind us just how well established literary tourism had become over the preceding century. Nevertheless, birthplaces continued to present problems for tourists because they were the sites least associated with the life being venerated. That inconvenient fact was so much of a lingering problem that 'T.B.' evaded the challenge of articulating what the visitor experienced at the Birthplace, pleading that it was 'better felt than described'.
'A good deal of money by shewing the room where he was born'
Judging from the foregoing account's liminal tone-there's something new to be experienced, but it can't yet be properly expressed-the Birthplace was poised to come into its own during the Jubilee, when the visitor's experience was forthrightly directed and regulated. As is well known, Garrick's heavily trailed and much mocked three-day celebration of Shakespeare (and himself) featured performances, masquerades, orations, concerts, breakfasts, banquets, and spoiling torrential rain. li Fireworks were not set off, the parade of Shakespeare's characters was cancelled, and the newly built rotunda on the banks of the Avon soon flooded. A short-term failure, the Jubilee nonetheless established the town of Stratford not just as a shrine to the Bard but also as a cultural factory that has successfully engaged in the production, 
It had not been true of New
Place, which had been altered beyond recognition by a later owner; it had not been true of the mulberry tree, for which there was no evidence of its having been planted by Shakespeare; and it had not been true of the subsequent trade in relics, for which a mulberry tree of infinite abundance was required. Still less was it true of the Birthplace. There was no proof that Shakespeare had been born in the house, let alone in the upstairs chamber that Garrick peremptorily declared to be the birthroom; the tour guides were not Shakespeare's lineal descendants, even if they claimed to share his name; and the one person who never sat in the downstairs chair was Shakespeare the working dramatist. The illustration published at the time of the Jubilee depicted an Elizabethan building that no longer existed and indeed may never have existed.
Although the Birthplace was a genuinely original structure, the visitor's experience of it in the late eighteenth century was marked by repeated acts of imposture: fake façades, fake rooms, fake furniture, and fake descendants.
The point, however, is that this conflict between truth and falsehood did not invalidate what visitors encountered. As had been noted with reference to the mulberry tree at New Place, the interpenetration of fact and fiction was the defining aspect of the tourist's experience. And so it was not a matter of gullible visitors defrauded of their money during the Jubilee by unscrupulous tour guides. Rather, it was a matter of a relationship being negotiated between the tourist and the site itself, a relationship premised on-not compromised by-the discontinuity between the Birthplace and the Shakespearean past whose purpose it was to resurrect. For as Susan Stewart has compellingly argued, nostalgia-the desire to recover a lost pastis '[h]ostile to history' precisely because it depends upon history remaining irretrievable. other Gentlemen had sung many a good Song in that Chair. We found that most, who visited this Place, had cut off a small Piece from the Leg of the Chair, to preserve in Honour of Shakespear, and as we were not wanting in curiosity, each took a small Piece, though I have not the Faith to believe I shall find any Inspiration from it. This is the only piece of his Furniture now remaining. We also visited the Room in which he was born, and found that the floor had suffered much, as the Chair below had done. We also paid our respects to his Tomb and Monument, which are in the Chancel, belonging to the Church. lvii Vince's experience followed the pattern set no later than Dodd's visit during the Jubilee: the 'Woman of the House' conducted a tour whose highlights were the display of Shakespeare's chair, now placed in a hearth, and a look inside the upstairs birthroom. The famous chair (and, apparently, the floorboards in the birthroom) had acquired the status of a holy relic, such that believers were anxious to depart with slivers of precious wood in the belief that by the power of synecdoche Shakespeare was fully present in them. Perpetually regenerative, the chair remained miraculously whole no matter how much was sliced off. If relics were insufficient, the reluctant, the doubtful, and the wavering could have their faith bolstered through stories of illustrious visitors. Although there is no record of Garrick leading a chorus ex cathedra during a pilgrimage to Henley Street, that was precisely the sort of charming anecdote that was required. It offered tourists a seemingly unimpeachable guarantee that an authentic experience awaited them. Even so, the need to nudge visitors into better appreciating their own experience by citing a history of superior visitors implies that the site was not performing in the intended manner.
Samuel Vince knew that he was an ambivalent visitor to the Birthplace.
Sufficiently curious to pocket a 'small Piece' of the chair he nonetheless admitted in private that he would be unlikely to 'find any Inspiration from it'. Nor could he help but observe that, compared to the surrounding countryside, the elegance of Warwick Although I would query Dennis Kennedy's fixed distinction between the 'original' Birthplace and the 'invented' Globe-that is true, but only in the most literal sense-I would nonetheless argue that his account of Globe spectators and visitors is fundamentally relevant to our understanding of the Birthplace's history, and vice versa. Starting from the post-structural view that authenticity is a constructed relationship between subject and object rather than a quality inherent in the object, Kennedy has argued that the commodification of the spectator's experience at the Globe 'does not in itself destroy the meaning of cultural products or represent fraud; in fact authenticity may gradually emerge, even in situations that are eminently counterfeit'.
lx His insight about how Globe spectators work through the blatant inauthenticity of their own experience-modern building, modern actors, modern selves-directly relates to understanding the experience of visitors to the Birthplace during and before the Jubilee. Like today's audiences at the Globe, some visitors to the Birthplace were aware that their manufactured and purchased experience was not totally genuine-and yet they were willing to pretend that it was. Even visitors who seemed to accept the site's historical credibility at face value also recognized that their active involvement was required. As Kennedy astutely observes, the tourist's readiness to play the game of authenticity is akin to an audience's willing suspension of disbelief, in which they 'give a part of themselves up to the performance' in order to sustain a theatrical illusion.
lxi
Whatever the visitor's initial belief or skepticism, some combination of authenticity and pretence will always be at work. James Solas Dodd was a talented and enthusiastic co-creator of Birthplace authenticity during the Jubilee. Upon learning that the woman showing him the house was named 'Shakespear' he enriched the scenario by adding a new 'fact': the woman's daughter resembled a portrait of the great playwright himself. His actions were not so far removed from spectators at the Globe today, some of whom convivially add a 'fact' to the experience of original practices by assuming the role of groundlings and thereby sustaining a culture of audience response that is presumed to capture something of how early modern spectators behaved. And the eighteenth-century tourist Samuel Vince is not so very different from an ambivalent Globe spectator reluctant to keep up time-traveling appearances.
In a way that scholarship has failed to recognize, the patterns of visitor and audience behavior at the reconstructed Globe do not department from, but rather reprise, the patterns of behavior first associated with the Birthplace and New Place.
By recognizing this continuity we can go some distance toward overcoming one of the most entrenched binaries in the historical study of Bardolatry: the perceived opposition between Stratford and London over which site is the more authentically to be more similar than expected. True, both are invented; but the invention does not render the experiences fraudulent. Rather, the invention is the agreement between site and spectator that allows for the event of authenticity to occur. So instead of seeing the Birthplace as enshrining traditions and standards of authenticity that necessarily place it into a relationship of conflict with the replicated Globe that is necessarily characterized as inauthentic, let us acknowledge that the Birthplace's long historythe history before the Jubilee, well before the institutionalization of the site in the Victorian era, the history examined in this essay-prefigured our contemporary moment, as embodied in and around the Globe, when authenticity is unveiled as an efficacious performance. Which is another way of saying, although for a wholly 
